This paper presents results from an evaluation of a Norwegian initiative to combat poverty launched in 2003. Central to the plan is a broad spectrum of rehabilitation and activation measures intended to help long-term social security recipients from welfare to work. We illuminate short-term effects up to the end of 2004, taking a dual approach: First, we analyse transitions to work among participants in the programme and study the determinants of this process by means of survival analysis and multivariate hazard rate regression. Second, we address the question of programme effects adopting a quasi-experimental design based on propensity score matching. We find that the mean programme effect is positive, but only when work is defined fairly broadly. However, the impact varies by target group. For immigrants and single mothers, there is no impact whether we use a strict or less strict definition of work. For youth, the effect is even estimated to be negative, implying that they would have been better off without this initiative. The only significant effect in the desired direction is found among other long-term social security recipients, and applies for both the strict and less strict definition of employment. Moreover, this effect is fairly large.
Background and introduction
Since the early 1990s there has been an increasing emphasis in Western welfare states on active labour market programmes (ALMP) to combat high and persistent unemployment and promote labour force participation. The activation policies have first and foremost been directed at people who have lost their jobs and receive unemployment insurance benefits, but the emphasis on work and activation is also part of an international ideological shift in the thinking about social security in general. It stems from a widespread concern over long-term passive receipt of welfare benefits. For society as a whole welfare benefits are costly, and for the individual the role as recipient may undermine responsibility and self-sufficiency and cause passivity and dependence.
In the wake of the spread of ALMP, different programmes in many countries have been evaluated (for an overview, see e.g. Heckman et. al. 1999 , Kluve 2006 , Martin and Grubb 2001 . In Norway, various aspects of the impact of ALMP targeted at the insured unemployed have been extensively examined over the last decade (e.g. Aakvik 1998 , Raaum, Torp and Tzhang 2002 , Røed and Raaum 2006 .
However, much less attention has been given to the impact of active measures directed at more disadvantaged groups such as social security recipients. A few recent exceptions are Dahl (2003) , who analyses a so-called 'workfare' scheme in Norwegian municipalities, and Dahl and Lorentzen (2005) , and Lorentzen and Dahl (2005) who analyse the outcome for social security recipients who participate in ordinary ALMP.
Recently, the Norwegian Government issued an Action Plan to Combat Poverty [hereafter referred to as just the Action Plan; St.meld nr. 6 (2002-3) ] that singles out long-term recipients of social security as one of the main target groups. Central to the plan is a broad spectrum of rehabilitation and activation measures intended to help moving this group from welfare to work, and this includes the close cooperation of two large welfare sectors, The National Employment Service (state level) and
The Social security System (municipality level). The initiative is thus 'tailor-made' for more vulnerable groups, and the scope has increased from 1 250 slots in 31 municipalities at the introduction in 2003 to about 3 900 slots and an aim of making the programme country comprehensive by 2007.
Shortly after introduction, the government called for a large-scale evaluation of the special labour market initiative for welfare recipients, and the results presented here are part of this evaluation. The analysis covers the period [2003] [2004] , which means that we only address short-term effects. Our contribution is twofold: First, using survival analysis and hazard rate regression we analyse transitions to work among social security recipients who participate in the programme, and study the determinants of this process. Second, we address the question of programme effects, i.e. we assess whether the observed outcome can be ascribed to participation in the programme. To do this, we adopt a quasi-experimental design based on propensity score matching.
The paper is organised as follows: In the next chapter we take a brief glance at the Norwegian setting, including labour market and welfare policies, and the special initiative directed at social security recipients. Then follows a short summary of the findings of previous evaluation studies, based on data from other countries as well as from Norway. The theoretical framework for the analyses is outlined in chapter four, and chapter five explains our empirical approach. More information on data and variables can be found in chapter six, and the results of the analyses are reported in chapter seven.
Chapter eight concludes with a short summary and discussion.
The Norwegian setting
All employees in Norway under the age of 67 are covered by the National Insurance System, which is financed by general taxes. When unemployed, insured individuals who register at an employment office receive unemployment insurance (UI) benefits. Newcomers to the labour market and others who have not been gainfully employed are not entitled to UI benefits, but may apply for welfare benefits (social security). Welfare benefits are means tested and can in principle be received for an unlimited period, whereas UI benefits can only be received for a limited period. 1 The administration of the disbursement of welfare benefits is placed in the hands of the municipalities, which are also responsible for the organisation of different measures to assist welfare benefit recipients in becoming self-supporting.
The stated goal of ALMPs is to enhance the participants' prospects of obtaining ordinary work, to improve their qualifications, and to dampen the negative consequences of being out of work in terms of discouragement and loss of self-esteem. The programmes are funded by the central government and organised by the local employment service under the supervision of the Directorate of Labour and
Welfare and the Ministry of Labour and Social Inclusion. During the 1990s, the ALMPs grew considerably, and by the turn of the century Norway had taken over Sweden's leading role as the country in Europe with the largest share of active labour market policy measures relative to passive (Raaum, Røed and Torp 2002) . Later, Sweden has regained its top ranking, but in 2003-2004 the cost 1 After 1997 the maximum period for UI benefits has been 156 weeks or 78 weeks for people with little previous work practice (Røed and Raaum 2006) .
of ALMPs in Norway still constituted close to 50 per cent of the total public budget for labour market policies (OECD 2007) .
The ALMPs can basically be divided into four main groups: labour market training, temporary public employment, employment (wage) subsidy, and work practice schemes (Røed and Raaum 2006) .
Training and employment subsidies are the largest programmes, while work practice is typically offered to youth and immigrants with little work experience. Programme slots are established in close conjunction with the business cycles, i.e. more places are offered when the economy is sluggish, as it was during the first half of the 1990s. In the mid-1990s, ordinary ALMPs were mostly targeted at the insured unemployed, but not exclusively. Welfare recipients who were judged fit to work also had access to these programmes, but the labour market offices were often quite particular about who they selected .
The ideological re-orientation towards work and activation also influenced the thinking about social security, and in 2002 the government issued an Action plan to combat poverty [St.meld nr. 6 (2002-3)] that expresses a firm belief in activation measures as a means of increasing work activity, earnings and self-sufficiency among vulnerable groups. In addition to long-term social recipients the target groups were young people aged 20-24, single parents, immigrants and people who receive drug substitution treatment. The novelty of this programme was that it involved a closer cooperation between the Social Security Service and the National Employment Service. Previously, these sectors did not cooperate very well, and social security applicants were regularly sent from the social security office to register as job seekers at the employment services, but most of them were sent back to the social services with the label 'unable to seek employment or to benefit from vocational rehabilitation' (Schafft and Spjelkavik 2006) . In addition, the labour market courses for the participants of the new programme were different from traditional courses as the participants were given a much closer individual followup from both services.
The special vocational rehabilitation programme for social security recipients was launched in 2003 with 1 250 slots in 31 municipalities and has been expanded every year since. In 2006 the goal was to make the programme country comprehensive, and for 2007 the government grant will fund about 3900 slots at a cost of about NOK 600 million (about EUR 75 million).
Theoretical considerations
Work and activation programmes may influence the functioning of the labour market in many ways, through direct effects on the participants (changed search behaviour, improved work competence etc.) and through indirect effects on non-participants (e.g. increased competition for ordinary jobs). In addition the programmes may have a general effect on both the non-employed and employers, as the possibility of programme participation will be part of the choice set of the former, while the latter may take the extent of labour market programmes into consideration in their wage setting (Calmfors et al. 2002) .
The most obvious effect of labour market programmes is on the participants, and this will be the focus of our analysis. Various training and work practice programmes will increase the participants' human capital and work capabilities and make them more attractive on the labour market. Hence, they are more likely to be offered a job. Activity measures may also increase the participants' work motivation and make them more effective as job seekers. These effects will increase the productivity of the participants, both as potential employees and as job seekers, and thus their employment probability will increase. However, there may also be so-called locking-in effects, i.e. programme participation may dampen search activity and make the job seekers more choosy. Such effects may first and foremost prevail during qualification and training periods, as there will be less time for job search, and the participants will wish to complete the course before starting to look for employment. Participation in work practice and employment schemes may also have such an effect, but this will partly be counteracted by the presumed positive contribution from getting in touch with potential employers.
In a welfare state with generous benefits to those who are not gainfully employed there may be relatively few who are willing to accept jobs that imply that they will be just marginally better off if they start working. Within the framework of search theory (Mortensen 1986 ) this means that their reservation wage is higher than their market wage, i.e. the lowest wage they are willing to accept in order to start working is higher than the wage associated with job-offers they are likely to receive. A reduction in the benefit level would then reduce the reservation wage and be an incentive for nonemployed people to seek more actively for a job and increase their likelihood of becoming employed.
However, in this simple version search theory ignores many important aspects of non-employment.
For example, if people have been outside the labour market for a long time, they may have become too discouraged to start searching for a job, even if the benefit level is reduced. Such 'discouragement'
effects (Rosholm and Toomet 2005) have recently been reported for married women in Norway (Dagsvik et. al. 2006 ) and may particularly strike non-employed people with low productivity as jobseekers and employees, e.g. long-term recipients of social security, immigrants and other vulnerable groups. Hence, economic incentives may have a more ambiguous effect on marginal groups than on core groups on the labour market. The predictions of the simple version of the search model are furthermore at odds with other fields of research, e.g. 'economics of happiness' research and research in the intersection between economics and social psychology. Findings from these fields suggest that having a job increases life quality beyond the increased utility from higher income, as gainful employment yields status, improved self worth and self confidence, and gives a firm structure to everyday life (Jahoda 1981 , Warr 1987 as cited in Rosholm 2005 .
One of the goals of ALMPs is to improve the qualifications of non-employed with low productivity and to match vacant resources to the existing demand for labour. In the Norwegian labour market, which is characterised by high minimum wages and strong labour unions, it is relatively difficult to enter the labour market for particularly disadvantaged groups with few qualifications. This is often the situation for long-term social security recipients, immigrants and other vulnerable groups. Training programmes may thus be particularly helpful for these groups. In addition, participants in ALMPs will be provided with a network that may be useful in finding a job. Both these effects imply that the probability of receiving a job offer will increase. However, the participant's reservation wage may also rise, as there will be more alternatives to choose from and he or she will probably expect a bonus in terms of higher wages.
ALMPs may also be used to test if a non-employed person really is available for the labour market. If people are not willing to be activated, they will presumably not be willing to work either. Others may want an ordinary job, but do not like to take part in an activation plan. If there is an underlying threat behind the offer of programme participation, e.g. that benefits will be reduced otherwise, the element of force may drive many people who are poorly motivated into the programme. This may also harm the outcome for other participants, and is particularly unfortunate if slots are rationed, which is often the case. Hence, a negative selection into the programme may hamper the effect of ALMPs.
A priori, the expected total effect of ALMPs is thus ambiguous, but our assumption is that the positive effects will outweigh the negative especially for marginal groups in the labour market such as the ones we are dealing with in the present analysis, and especially as the vocational rehabilitation programme in question is mainly based on voluntary participation and a close individual follow-up. One may, however, hypothesise that some groups will benefit more than others, and that possibly those with the poorest labour market prospects may profit the most. A prerequisite is, of course, that it is possible to find suitable jobs for this kind of labour, and this will largely depend on the business cycle. In a boom with a great demand for labour there will be more job openings for less productive people, and more will be able to make the move from passive dependency into active participation in the labour market.
For Norway, it has e.g. been demonstrated that the training effects of ALMPs for unemployed people are larger when economic conditions are favourable than in business cycle slumps (Raaum, Torp and Zhang 2002) .
Previous findings
Evaluations of labour market programmes give a somewhat mixed picture concerning effects. Most of the evaluations are American studies, and it is uncertain whether it is possible to generalise these findings to other countries because of differences in labour markets and target populations ). Yet, some authors are more optimistic in this respect as the main patterns from
European studies are similar to the American studies (Heckman et. al. 1999) . One meta-analysis from the US has shown positive results for employment, but the programmes had less effect on poverty (Michalopoulos and Schwartz 2000) . An important point, however, is that the most disadvantaged seems to benefit the most from work-programmes. The general findings seem to be that for most participants, the benefits are modest, and varies between type of programmes and target groups. There are also heterogeneity in treatment effects in subpopulations (Heckman et. al. 1999) . One review of the literature from studies in the OECD countries found that in some countries there is a positive effect, while in others there is no or even a negative effect (Martin 2000) . A more recent review considering 159 studies from both OECD and developing countries concludes that the effects vary a great deal by programme design and the context the programme operates in (Betcherman et. al. 2004 ).
In a review of more than 100 European studies, Kluve (2006) concludes that there are generally positive effects, although dependent on the type of programme, and that the effects are heterogeneous over target groups. The Swedish experiences seem to be less positive than the results from the US and Europe more generally. One review of Swedish studies concludes that there is little evidence that active labour market programmes are effective, and that the programmes would probably be more effective if they were carried out on a smaller scale than is currently done in Sweden (Calmfors et. al. 2001 ). However, by developing more elaborate models and controlling for selection bias, Sianesi found a generally positive effect for Sweden (Sianesi 2004) . One study from Denmark that controls for selection on unobservables concludes that programme effects are heterogeneous, and that those who are most likely to be assigned to certain initiatives are those who benefit the least from it (Graversen and Jensen 2006) .
Until quite recently, there have been few effect evaluations of Norwegian labour market programmes, but the now growing body of studies largely suggests a modest positive effect of such programmes on both earnings and employment (Moe 2000 , Raaum et.al. 2002a , Raaum et.al. 2002b , Aakvik et.al. 2005 , Hamre and Bråthen 2006 . Though, one study of programmes directed at young social security recipients and drug-users estimated a negative effect for participants with some education, but a positive effect for the less educated (Pedersen 1998 ).
Most of the evaluation literature has been of "general" programmes including target groups that might differ substantially from the main target group of the Action Plan considered in the present study. It seems fairly clear that the treatment effects are heterogeneous across subpopulations, both between and within target groups. Hence, it is an open question whether these lessons also apply to specific target groups.
The literature on particularly disadvantaged groups such as social security recipients and ethnic minorities are scarcer. Lessons from work programmes directed at social security recipients are largely American. A recent meta-study based on 46 work programmes concluded that the programmes have a small and consistent effect on employment, earnings and welfare payments during the first six years after intervention (Smedslund et. al. 2006 ). This particular meta-analysis considered only studies that used randomised assignment, with the result that only studies from the USA and Canada were included, as they had not found any proper randomised trials from European countries. This does not imply that there are no high-quality studies done in Europe, however. A number of other kinds of studies do exist, but few European studies pay proper attention to the issue of unobserved selection effects (see Dahl and Lorentzen 2005: 88) .
The Norwegian literature is meagre in this field. One study distinguishes between employment programmes and training programmes, where the latter was found to have a modest positive effect and the former had no mean impact . However, they also found that employment programmes had no impact for the most and least disadvantaged in the target group, but did have a positive impact for those in the middle range. Many participants in these programmes do not only follow one programme, but chains of programmes. Not all such chains are equally efficient, but most have, nevertheless, a positive effect .
When young people are concerned, which are one of the target groups of the Action plan, there are also mixed evidence from previous research. There are some examples of positive results from the OECD countries (Martin and Grubb 2001) and the U.S. (Heckman et. al. 1999 ). On the other hand, Swedish experiences are not very positive (Calmfors et. al. 2001) . Larsson (2002) studied the effect of work programmes for the age group 20-24 and concluded that these programmes seem to be counterproductive. A Norwegian study adds more nuances to this picture, concluding that for youth, the effects vary by gender and age subgroups across programmes. Females seem to benefit the most from programmes, while males and those in the age group 21-25 do not benefit at all. There might even be negative effects for both males and females in this age group (Hardoy 2005) . This is in line with the findings from a recent meta-analysis of European studies, which concludes that programmes aimed specifically at youth fare significantly worse than programmes targeted at the adult population (Kluve 2006) .
Most of the literature on the labour market behaviour of immigrants and ethnic minorities are not evaluations of work programmes. It is perhaps not surprising that other issues have been given priority, such as the impact of country background, labour market conditions at arrival, or whether they are discriminated against on the labour market. Only one Norwegian study estimates the effect of work programmes on non-western immigrants, controlling for selection bias. The results suggest that there is a positive effect for both men and women, but it varies somewhat across type of programme and immigration background (Kvinge and Djuve 2006) . Danish experiences have also shown that the effects vary by immigrant group. Some groups do not experience much effect of work programmes, while the impact is large particularly for refugees . It should be noted that the composition of immigrant population differs substantially between countries, even in Scandinavia, and generalisations from one country to another are therefore uncertain.
In the U.S, many of the general welfare to work programmes are in practice directed at single parents (usually mothers), so many of the American findings concerns this group. A meta-analysis of random assignment programmes directed at single parents with dependent children, reveal interesting nuances and variations of the effects. Generally, work-first programmes have the most positive effect, but "participant characteristics and site environmental conditions were often equally, and sometimes more, important than programme characteristics" (Ashworth et.al. 2004: 200) , and the impact of most programmes declines with time (ibid: 210). As one of the main findings from this study is that social environmental conditions constitute a very important factor, it is not obvious that these results are as relevant in a European or Norwegian setting.
All in all, the literature thus gives a mixed picture of the effects of work programmes. Generally, there seems to be a small, or moderate, positive effect. On the other hand, the effects seem to vary considerably between countries, types of programme and target groups. Some studies also suggest that the effects may be heterogeneous within target groups. Further, there are disagreements as to whether findings from the U.S are transferable to Europe, and even if findings from one European country are transferable to another. Despite of varying results, it seems that only a few studies estimate negative effects, except for programmes targeted at youth. The target groups of the Norwegian Action Plan are considered to be particularly disadvantaged or vulnerable on the labour market, and it is less clear to what extent work programmes are helpful for these groups. There may be reasons to expect a positive effect for social security recipients in general, and perhaps also for single parents. The literature on immigrants is meagre, but one Norwegian study suggests a positive effect for this group. As for youth, the effects have generally been shown to be counterproductive.
Empirical approach

Analysis of transitions to work
As job search is a dynamic process in which the timing of employment entry is an essential event, we use survival analysis and hazard rate regression to study transitions to work among participants in the programme. It is well known from the literature that the survival function and the hazard function are two sides of the same coin, i.e. if we know one function we can estimate the other (see e.g. Allison
1995). For example, if t is a continuous variable, h(t) the hazard function and S(t) the survival function, the following equation applies:
(1)
In our analysis we use the survival function specification to estimate the time to employment entry among different target groups, while we use the hazard function specification to estimate a multivariate model with explanatory factors, studying the determinants of employment entry. Since time is measured in months in our data, we use a discrete hazard rate model specified as a logit function, i.e. we estimate
where P t is the probability of entering work at time t, X is a vector of covariates, and β is a vector of parameters. In addition to process time, the X-vector consists of variables that are likely to affect employment entry, such as human capital variables (age, education, previous employment experience), possibilities and obstacles for working (e.g. family situation and the local labour market), and economic restrictions (income and social security benefits).
Propensity score matching
The effect of a treatment is in principle the difference between the observed result and the hypothetical result for the same person given non-treatment. Of course, only one of these results is observable. In an experimental setting, where individuals were randomly assigned to treatment or control, we could let the control group represent the counterfactual result. This is obviously not as straight forward in a setting where there is no randomisation. The target groups are heterogeneous groups, and it is likely to be some kind of selection into treatment. By applying econometric techniques, a control group can be constructed in a way that minimizes the problem of systematic selection bias. One such method is propensity score matching (PSM). In principle, we match each treated persons with an untreated person that is as equal as possible on all observable characteristics. This kind of technique is particularly well suitable when we have a large number of non-treated compared to the number of treated, which we have in this study. Hence, it should be possible to find a good match for most of the treated.
The matching procedure is done by first estimating the probability of being treated conditioning on observable characteristics. This is done by means of a binomal logit model, as we do not distinguish between different types of programmes, but only by whether the persons participate or not. The variables used in this procedure are more or less the same as the ones used when modelling the transitions to employment entry (see Section 6.2). The "historical" covariates are the most important.
Our data sources allow us to map each person's individual history when both employment and social security reception are concerned. We assume that this will greatly improve the matching, as much unobserved heterogeneity is likely to be reflected in the past history.
In the next step, to avoid mismatches, we exclude all observations that had propensity score values outside the common region of the propensity score distribution for the treated and controls (common support). Only 0.3 per cent of the observations were outside the common support limits. The last step in the matching procedure is then to match every participant with a non-participant on this score. We apply one-on-one nearest neighbour matching. To ensure a good match, one could perform exact match on some important characteristics. We decided to make a separate matching for each target group, and for each sex (except for single parents, where there were very few male participants).
In some countries, such as Sweden and Denmark, all unemployed will be enrolled in a programme sooner or later, and hence matching on non-participants should be avoided (Sianesi 2004, Graversen and Jensen 2006) . This is largely the case in Norway as well. However, in our context, the governmental Action Plan provides more than the ordinary initiatives, as it also involves a tighter collaboration between the Employment Services and the Social security services. This collaboration is assumed to be the active component in the programme (Schafft and Spjelkavik 2006) . The nonparticipants might participate in ordinary initiatives, but then without the joint effort of these two services.
Since the Action Plan is an ongoing programme, the people included in our analysis started When estimating the survival function, the treated group is followed from the time they entered the programme, and the control group from the matching timepoint. The matching procedure outlined above was thus performed three times for each target group and sex, i.e. a total of 21 times.
After matching, an inspection of kernel density plots showed that the distribution of propensity scores in the treated and non-treated groups was almost identical (Rønsen and Skarðhamar 2006) . To further check the quality of the matching, we tested whether the groups differed on any of the conditioning variables, and there were no significant differences between the groups after matching (see Appendix   Tables A1-A7 ). In conclusion, the matching seemed very successful. All observable variables were well balanced after matching, and more than 99 per cent were matched in each target group at each matching point. The final sample is shown in Table 1 . When PSM is used as a programme evaluation tool, we also need information on people who did not participate, but who may be potential members of the control group. Since receipt of social security benefits is a main condition of programme participation, we have used this as a point of departure to define the population extracted from the database. In addition, the programme comprises immigrants and refugees who do not necessarily receive welfare benefits, but who are believed to need special assistance to get a job. The data extract thus included people who:
1. had been a resident in the country after 01.01.2003, and 2. had received social security benefits after 01.01.2000, or 3. were immigrants or refugees
The first criterion implies that we exclude people who died or emigrated before 2003, as the programme was not launched before then. The second criterion is used to be able to identify long-term welfare recipients (defined as having received benefits for six months or more, or on and off during the last three years). The third criterion is necessary to include immigrants and refugees who are not selected by criterion two, i.e. who had not received welfare benefits during this time. Following these rather wide criteria the population extract consisted of almost 784 000 persons, of whom 9 368 had participated in the programme by the end of 2004, which was the latest update of our data at the time of extraction. Before matching, we investigated the range of values on all relevant variables (income, social security, length of unemployment etc), for the treated group and excluded all potential controls who had values on these variables that were outside the ranges present in the treated group. The population was then reduced to 539 408 persons.
In addition to immigrants and refugees the programme is also especially targeted at single parents and young people aged 20-24 who have welfare benefits as their main source of income. As these target groups are fairly dissimilar, our main strategy has been to stratify the data by target group and do the analyses separately for each target group. Target group is not a variable that is available in the data, but we have used our own definition as follows: In addition to differences between the target groups we expect that the participation and labour market behaviour of men and women may be quite different. Hence we also estimate the models for each sex separately, except for single parents who mainly consist of women (94 per cent).
Explanatory variables
Since many of the factors that affect employment entry are likely to also affect programme participation, the covariates included in the hazard rate model of employment entry and the covariates used in the PSM model are more or less the same. The purposes of the models differ, however, as the former is used to study the effects of various determinants, while the latter is used to predict propensity scores for further input in the matching procedure. Multicollinearity will therefore be more of a problem in the hazard rate model, which focuses on the estimated effect of each variable. Hence, the hazard rate model has a more parsimonious formulation than the logit model used to predict the propensity scores.
The variables included in the hazard rate model are shown in In the database we are using, we have access to longitudinal information that dates back to 1992, but in the analyses we mainly use the history over the last three years as we assume that recent events have a larger impact than events that took place longer ago. Our models include several cumulated measures of previous employment experience: total number of years with income from labour, number of months employed as well as number of months unemployed during the past three years, number of months since last employment (counting back maximum three years), and whether the person has been registered as vocationally disabled during the last three years (dummy). Having received social security benefits is a main criterion for programme participation, and in the models we include three indicators for previous welfare benefit history: number of months with benefits during the past six months, number of months with benefits during the rest of the past three years, and number of months since last benefit payment (counting back maximum three years). Single parents are further entitled to some special benefits, the so-called transitional allowance plus extra child benefits (see e.g. Kjeldstad and Rønsen 2004) . For this target group we therefore also include the total sum of transitional allowance received during the last three years and number of months with extended child benefits. The latter variable is also an indication of how long the individual has been a single provider the last three years. 
Results
Transitions to work
In the first step of our analyses we investigate to what extent the participants in the programme succeed in getting a job, whether this outcome varies with target group and how it is affected by the personal characteristics of the participants. But before doing so, we must decide on how to define the success criterion. The goal of the programme is to get the participants into an "ordinary job", but what kind of employment this should include is an open question. An obvious criterion is that the employment activity must be recorded in the employment register, but a closer inspection revealed that some individuals were registered as both employed and unemployed in the same month. This overlap may be due to incorrect dating, but it may also be real -for two reasons. First, we simplify the analysis by using month instead of day as our time unit. An unemployment spell that ends before an employment spell starts later in the same month will then be overlapping in our data. The implication is only that job entry will be delayed with up to a month for each individual (½ month on average), and this should be of no importance for the results. Second, certain ALMP activities among unemployed job-seekers should in fact be reported to the employment register. It is doubtful whether this kind of employment should be considered a success, but among disadvantaged groups with hardly any contact with to the labour market, it may be argued that they have come a long way towards success in obtaining such a job. In consensus with the Directorate of Labour and Welfare we therefore also consider some who are registered as both employed and unemployed as successfully employed, but this is limited to certain categories only: (i) those who are partly employed, (ii) those who are in school or on an establishment grant and (iii) those who are employed with a wage subsidy.
We follow the participants from the month they enter the programme and until they become employed, or until censoring in December 2004, which is the latest month of observation in our data. Since the programme was launched in March 2003, the follow-up period is rather short. We are therefore only able to capture short-term effects. In the left panel of Figure 1 we have plotted the estimated KaplanMeier survival function for all participants considered together. It shows that the probability of still being out of work falls fairly gradually over the first 7-8 months, and then subsides before it more or less stagnates after about 18 months. After 21 months (the maximum follow-up time) the probability of still being non-employed is estimated to be 0.64, i.e. the probability of getting a job before this time is 0.36. The small table at the bottom of the graph further shows that 25 per cent of the participants had entered employment within ten months.
The right panel of Figure 1 depicts the survival function for each target group. We notice that there are significant differences between the curves, indicating that immigrants and young people have a bigger chance of getting a job than single parents and long-term social security recipients. Twenty-one months after registering in the programme the probability of not yet being employed is estimated to be 0.61 among youth, 0.62 among immigrants, 0.66 among single parents and 0.69 among other social security recipients. Within nine months 25 per cent of the two former target groups had entered employment, while it took 11 months for the two latter groups to reach the same proportion.
Since the estimated survival rates in Figure 1 do not control for personal characteristics, the observed differences in employment chances between target groups may just result from the fact that these participants are very heterogeneous. The multivariate analyses in Table 3 confirm that this is so. When controlled for covariates there are no longer any differences in employment chances between the target groups -not when male and female participants are analysed together (column 1), nor when the model is estimated for each gender separately (columns 2 and 3). There are also very few effects of gender, age and social background. When the participants' own education is concerned, a clear positive effect is found in most target groups, except among young people who still have relatively low education and among female long-term social security recipients. Marital status does not seem to affect employment entry at all, but having small children delays the process even among men, and especially among male long-term recipients of social security. Being a refugee makes it harder to find work for immigrant women, but not for immigrant men. Time since immigration, on the other hand, has only an effect on men. The effect is non-linear and is fairly low and stable the first few years whereupon it increases with time since immigration. What seems to matter most for employment entry, however, is the past employment and social security history. Longer work experience has a clear positive effect on the likelihood of getting a job, in particular fairly recent experience gained during the last three years, but among long-term social security recipients also total experience as reflected by number of years with income from labour.
Conversely, previous unemployment experience and having been vocationally disabled in the past both have clear negative effects, but the former mainly applies to male immigrants and single parents, and the latter mainly youth.
Higher labour income last year also has a clear positive effect on the transition to work, except among single parents. As labour income is a product of hours worked and hourly wage, higher income may reflect both higher wage and longer hours, but since both effects normally are assumed to be positive, the combined effect is as expected. Greater dependence on social security in the past pulls in the opposite direction, and recent experience seems to matter more than somewhat older experience.
Number of months with social security assistance the past six months has a significant negative effect on employment entry both among male immigrants and young people, while number of months during the rest of the past three years is only significant when all target groups are analysed together.
Somewhat surprisingly, we find no effect of the local unemployment rate. This may be due to the limited number of municipalities that were included in the programme during of analysis period (31 in 2003 and 45 in 2004, out of the country's 431 municipalities), and in addition the labour market conditions were fairly stable at the time. Altogether this probably implies that there is little variation in the local unemployment rate. The indicator for densely populated area is also meant to pick up local labour market conditions. Here there is a significant effect among male long-term social security recipients indicating that their chances of becoming employed are poorer if they live in a densely populated area. Assuming that there are more job openings in densely populated areas, this may also seem surprising. But if personal follow-up during programme participation is more decisive for the success of this target group, this may be more prevalent in tight-knit smaller communities than in larger residential areas. In addition there may be a larger proportion with drug addict problems among social security recipients in cities and more populated places. Unfortunately, we cannot explore these hypotheses further with the available data.
The last covariate in Table 3 , time since programme entry, is process time. It is measured in months and collapsed into intervals of three months except for the last interval, which is six months. In correspondence with the survival curves in Figure 1 , the employment rates are estimated to be highest the first few months, and over the next months the rates fall fairly rapidly at first and then more gradually. Even if the model controls for a lot of observable characteristics, the slope may be influenced by other factors that we are not able to observe. Models that control for unobserved heterogeneity may partly rectify this, but as we are mainly occupied with the effects of various explanatory factors, and not so much with the time dependence of the baseline employment hazard, we
have not applied such models here. 
Evaluation of programme impact
We now turn to the question of programme impact, by comparing the survival rates of the participants with the corresponding rates of the matched control group. If there is a significant difference in survival rates between these two groups, we may conclude that there has been a programme impact on transitions to employment. As explained in section 7.1, we have two definitions of success: one strict and one less strict, and the results for both definitions are displayed in the figures below. The average survival rates of all participants and controls are plotted in Figure 2 for both the strict definition (left panel) and the less strict definition (right panel) of employment. If we apply the strict definition, there is no significant difference between the treated and the control group (p > 0,34). However, if we apply the less strict definition, then there is a positive treatment effect (p < 0.01). For the participants, it takes 10 months before the first 25 per cent get a job, compared to 11 months for the controls. Hence, the transition rate is slightly higher for participants than for non-participants. As the average effect might differ across subpopulations, we also need to consider each target group separately. The survival rates for each group are plotted in Figure 3 -6. Considering immigrants, the transition rate to employment seems to be slightly higher for the treated group, but this difference is not significant. Still, when applying the less strict definition of employment, the p-value is fairly small (p=0.0825), which suggests that there might be a very small positive effect if we are willing to accept this definition of success. For single parents, there is no effect whatsoever, as the survival rate is almost the same for the treated and the controls. Whether we apply a strict or a less strict definition of employment does not affect this result. A perhaps more surprising result is that the effect for youth is statistically significant, but not in the desired direction. The survival rate for the treated group is higher than for the control group, implying that treatment have a counterproductive impact on this group. This applies to both the less strict and the strict job definition, but only the latter is statistically significant (p<0.01). For the treated, it takes 11 months before the first 25 per cent get a job, compared to 10 months for the controls. The finding of no programme effects among youth is in line with other studies (Larsson 2002 , Hardoy 2005 ), but in our case, there may also be some methodological issues involved. In the matching procedure we use the persons' past three years history as covariates. If we assume that the participants have some unobservable latent traits that are highly correlated with their history of employment and receipt of social security, the time may have been too short for these traits to be manifested in their recorded history and may not be visible until later in life. In other words, for youth, the matching procedure may not be as good as for the older groups because of the shorter history of the former.
The largest program effect appears among other long-term social security recipients, and the effect is highly significant for both the strict and the less strict definition of employment. For participants, it takes 15 months before the first 25 per cent get a job, compared to more than 21 months (i.e. longer than the observation window) for the controls when applying the strict definition (p<0.0001). When applying the less strict definition, the difference increases, and the comparable estimates are 11 months for the treated and 20 months for the controls.
Summary and conclusion
In this paper we have examined the short-run effects of a vocational rehabilitation programme directed at particularly disadvantaged groups in Norway. The initiative is part of the Norwegian government's Action Plan to Combat Poverty, which was launched in 2003. The main intention is to make people economically independent, but because these groups are particularly disadvantaged on the labour market, the short-term goal for them is to get a regular job.
The programme has a focus on four target groups whose main source of income is social security benefits: long-term welfare recipients, single parents, youth and immigrants. Immigrants may be allowed even if they do not receive benefits as long as they are believed to need special assistance to get a job. In a number of municipalities, these groups have been offered work programmes in combination with a closer collaboration between the social services and the labour market services.
The target groups thus receive more support than just work initiatives -also the combined effect of a more tight-knit collaboration between these services. We are here evaluating the joint impact of these efforts. Our research strategy is twofold: We adopt a quasi-experimental design to estimate the mean effect for the participants, and use a multivariate hazard rate model to investigate the determinants of the process to a first job. The latter gives insight into which individual characteristics are associated with a higher employment probability, while the former allows us to estimate the programme effect by constructing a reasonable control group, and thus eliminating the effect of selection bias into the work programmes. As the impact may be heterogeneous across target groups, we have conducted separate analyses for each group.
We find that the mean programme impact across all target groups is positive, but only when work is defined fairly broadly. When employment is defined more strictly, there is no statistically significant effect. However, the impact varies by target group. There is no impact for immigrants or single mothers no matter how employment is defined. For the youth group, there seems to be a small, significant counterproductive effect, implying that they would have been better off without this particular programme. The only significant effect in the desired direction is found among long-term social security recipients. This finding is statistically significant and applies for both the strict and the less strict definition of employment. Moreover, the effect is fairly large.
When not controlling for individual characteristics, the mean transition rate varies by target group, which would imply that the employment chances of the various target groups differ. However, when controlling for individual characteristics, the differences between the target groups disappear. This implies that the mean differences between groups are composition effects. The characteristics that are most important are their prior work-and welfare histories, and the effects are as expected: more employment experience is associated with a higher transition rate to employment. Correspondingly, a longer history of social security dependence is associated with a lower transition rate to employment.
The effects are largely similar across target groups and gender, suggesting that the employment chances are determined by more or less the same factors in all subgroups.
An important point to consider is why the initiative has a positive impact on long-term social security recipients, but not on other groups. A study of the implementation of the initiative conducted in parallel and in collaboration with our study, suggests that the positive effect is caused by the tighter collaboration between the welfare services and employment services. This leads to a better understanding of each other's work and the needs of their mutual clients. Previously, the employment services tended to view clients from the social security services as unemployable, as these clients are particularly disadvantaged, and it takes more effort to find them a job. However, the employment services are now granted extra money, and also get more assistance through the collaboration with the social security services. Employment efforts directed at this group are then no longer at the expense of other unemployed clients. This has resulted in more and better services towards long-term social security recipients (Schafft and Spjelkavik 2006: 104) .
But why did not this have the same positive impact on other target groups? Could it be that the positive gains from a tighter collaboration did not affect these groups? Considering youth, one explanation could be that the matching procedure did not work as well for this group as for the other groups. As previous welfare-and employment history are the most important determinants for both participation and outcome, many of these youths are too young to have had much past history. There may thus be some unobserved characteristics that are not yet manifested through their history. Even though the groups are equal on all observable characteristics, this may imply that the treated group is more disadvantaged than the control group, and that the estimate of programme effect therefore is negatively biased. Another possibility is that the threat of having the benefits cut if one is not willing to enter the activation programme, is a strong incentive to find a job, which could result in more easily employable persons in the control group. This applies to all target groups, but may be more so for youth as they do not have a long history of marginalisation (at least not yet). On the other hand, other studies have also found that employment programmes are likely to counterproductive for youth (Calmfors et. al. 2001 , Larsson 2002 , Hardoy 2005 , and this could be the case despite the positive gains of collaboration between the services. Whether this particular programme has increased or decreased this counterproductive effect is therefore uncertain.
It is possible that the target groups are likely to be offered different kinds of work initiatives, and that the difference in impact is due to the fact that different types of measures have different effects (see Dahl and Lorentzen 2005) . It is e.g. likely that the immigrant group to a larger extent are offered courses that will improve their skills in the Norwegian language, or in other ways increase their social and cultural capital. If so, this may not have much of an effect in the short run, but may show better results in the future. Considering single parents, about 50 per cent have children under school age, and this may be one reason for a lack of impact in this group. It could be that caring for small children and the expenses for childcare are prohibitive, and in that case, even work programmes of this kind is not likely to be of much help. Our data cannot be used to investigate these assumptions, and other kinds of studies are needed to pursue such issues.
As the maximum observation period of our study is only 21 months, we have only been able to evaluate short-term effects. There is therefore a need for studies that follow the participants over a longer period. A particularly important aspect to investigate in the future is whether and to what extent those who got a job are able to keep it for a longer period. Taking the duration of jobs into account may alter the estimated impact, as the effects may be more long lasting in some target groups than in others. When analysing data over a longer time period, it will also be possible to assess the effect on poverty, analysing earnings and dependency on welfare benefits after the participants exit from the work programmes. For the youth group, we should also consider to what extent they return to education and thus increase their human and cultural capital, which might prove more beneficial in the long run.
So far, the short-term evaluation has proved the initiative directed towards these four target groups to be successful only for long-term welfare participants, and not for the other three target groups. From the multivariate analysis it is also interesting to see that the same characteristics seem to have similar effects across target groups. It is therefore puzzling that the impact varies between target groups.
Future research should dig deeper into the reasons for these differences. 
